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CGIAR 
The Consultative Group on International Agricultural 
Research (CGIAR) was created in 1971 from an 
association of public and private members that support a 
system of 16 international agricultural research centers 
known as Future Harvest Centers. Working in more 
than 100 countries, The Future Harvest Centers 
mobilize cutting-edge science to reduce hunger and 
poverty, improve human nutrition and health, and 
protect the environment. The Centers are located in 12 
developing and 3 developed countries and are 
sponsored by The World Bank, the Food and 
Agriculture Organization (FAO), and the United Nations 
Development Program (UNDP) The CGIAR budget in 
2000 was US $340 million. All new technologies arising 
from the Center’s research are freely available to 
everyone. For more information about the CGIAR, see: 
www.cgiar.org 
 
GENDER AND DIVERSITY PROGRAM 
The CGIAR Gender and Diversity Program serves to 
cultivate a workplace where diversity is celebrated and 
all staff are empowered to give their best to enrich 
future harvests. Its overall goal is to assist the 16 CGIAR 
Centers to seek out and collectively gain from the 
diversity inherent within the global organization. The 
Gender and Diversity Program grew out of a 1991 
CGIAR initiative on gender staffing aimed at assisting the 
Centers to promote the recruitment, accomplishment, 
advancement and retention of women scientists and 
professionals 
In 1999, this program was broadened to include 
diversity. The program provides support to the 
Centers through small grants, technical assistance, 
and management consulting, training, and 
information services. The CGIAR Gender and 
Diversity Program is hosted by ICRAF (Nairobi, 
Kenya) and the Program Leader is Vicki Wilde 
(v.wilde@cgiar.org). 
 
The Gender and Diversity Program seeks to use 
diversity to strengthen internal and external 
partnerships that enhance the relevance and 
impact of the Centers, by creating and maintaining 
an organizational culture that:  
• Attracts and retains the world’s best women 
and men; 
• Encourages the recruitment and promotion of 
under-represented groups;  
• Establishes a workplace climate of genuine 
respect, equity and high morale; 
• Promotes a healthy balance between 
professional and private lives; 
• Inspires world-class competency in multi-
cultural teamwork, cross-cultural 
communication and international management; 
• Empowers and enthuses all women and men in 
the system to maximize professional efficacy 
and collectively contribute their best; and 
• Rewards leadership, creativity and innovation 






















Centro Internacional de Agricultura Tropical (COLOMBIA) 
Center for International Forestry Research (INDONESIA) 
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Phase I of the pilot study on multi-source assessment (MSA) at 
CIMMYT was initiated following an analysis of gender issues in the 
workplace in 1996, a collaborative research and learning project 
carried out by CIMMYT and the CGIAR’s Gender Staffing Program. 
Staff expressed strong interest in this organizational experiment 
intended to introduce practices that would disrupt and challenge 
several deeply held assumptions in CIMMYT’s organizational 
culture that were having unintended consequences for gender 
equity and organizational performance. i 
Multi-source performance assessment was expected to contribute 
to organizational effectiveness by: 
• Reinforcing values and skills considered important for 
CIMMYT’s new strategic directions 
• Giving staff the opportunity to receive fair and accurate 
feedback from coworkers who are most knowledgeable about 
their work 
• Providing a means for staff to channel feedback up the 
hierarchy and provide input on supervisors’ and managers’ 
performance 
• Giving greater visibility to intermediate work products and 
inputs  
• Focusing attention on behaviors that foster collaboration, 
efficiency, and enabling of others, but which often remain 
invisible and undervalued in performance appraisals that focus 
solely on individual achievement.  
 
The evaluation of Phase I of the pilot studyii recommended that 
CIMMYT continue to evaluate multi-source assessment for 
potential implementation. The recommendations from Phase I were 
that CIMMYT: 
• Adopt the quantitative MSA feedback approach, but continue 
to refine the instrument and process to ensure optimal utility  
• Develop an approach to performance assessment that 
integrates broader qualitative input from managers and 
colleagues into the current process of assessing outputs and 
attaining objectives (management by objectives), with 
quantitative MSA feedback that focuses on skills and behaviors 
important to CIMMYT’s mission, organizational performance, 
and individual work performance 
• Use the MSA process for staff development for at least 1–2 
years. Once trust and confidence in MSA has been established, 




• Implement the process in phases, starting with international 
and national staff in managerial, supervisory, and professional 
roles. Expand to other staff categories in subsequent years. 
• Establish a working group of staff representing major job 
categories/functions to develop assessment criteria that 
represent the values and behaviors (that is, core criteria) that 
CIMMYT wants to reinforce in all staff. Supplement the core 
criteria with job-specific criteria related to each individual or 
category of individuals (for example, researchers, managers, 
staff in service areas) 
• Introduce MSA through a concerted effort to educate staff 
about this kind of assessment, giving and receiving feedback, 
the process and safeguards of the system used, and the 
expected benefits of using MSA as a developmental tool 
• Have respondent teams selected jointly by the subject to be 
evaluated and the subject’s direct supervisor 
• Ensure optimal impact in improving work performance by 
supporting staff interested in strengthening specific skills as a 
result of MSA 
• Determine whether to use an external or internal administrator 
for MSA based on cost and manageability 
• Seek a system for MSA that will generate CIMMYT-wide 
aggregate statistics on ratings for core and job-specific criteria 
so that staff have a baseline with which to compare ratings. 
• Select software that is able to handle multiple mediums for 
surveys (for example, paper, electronic disks, and web-based); 
an unlimited number of subjects and respondents; customized 
criteria; multiple surveys; flexible reporting options; and 
safeguards for small sampling methods; and that assures 








































Overview of Phase II of the CIMMYT pilot on 
multi-source assessment 
DESIGN 
Based on the findings of Phase I, CIMMYT established a cross-
representational multi-source assessment-working group for Phase 
II and requested for funds from the Support Program for 
Organizational Change and the CGIIAR Gender and Diversity 
Program.  
The objectives for Phase II are to continue CIMMYT’s 
implementation of MSA by: 
• Further developing and testing core criteria 
• Testing web-based software, Intelligent Consensus, to 
determine its appropriateness for MSA at CIMMYT 
• Conducting a baseline study of staff satisfaction with the 
current performance appraisal system 
• Evaluating Phase II and formulating recommendations related 
to the continued implementation of MSA throughout CIMMYT 
 
To assist the working group, CIMMYT hired two consultants: 
Linda Spink, Training Resources Group, Inc., the consultant for 
Phase I; and Ann Ewen, President of TEAMS International, LLC, the 
developer of the MSA software Intelligent Consensus.  
The major activities for Phase II are to: 
• Conduct a 2-day workshop for the working group to: 
o Present a model for the changeover from developmental 
use of MSA to performance appraisal; 
o Review and refine the core criteria to combine behavioral 
assessment and assessment of outputs/productivity; 
o Explore Intelligent Consensus software; 
o Refine policies and guidelines for implementing MSA; 
and 
o Produce a timeline for implementing the test run of the 
core criteria.  
• Conduct a pilot survey with 20 subjects, using the web-based 
service bureau and Intelligent Consensus software 
administered externally by TEAMS, Int. 






PARTICIPANTS IN PHASE II  
Subjects 
These are staff members who receive feedback. Table1 lists the 20 
subjects participating in the MSA survey in Phase II. They held 
positions of level 14 and higher, and also included nationally 
recruited staff below level 14 with supervisory responsibilities. 
Most members of the working group participated, as did staff from 
other important areas of CIMMYT. 
Table 1. Participants (subjects) in the MSA survey in Phase II 
 
Name Program/Unit 
Carlos López Software Development 
Christine Samudzimu CIMMYT –Zimbabwe 
Daniel Jeffers Maize 
Dewi Hartkamp NRG 
Efren del Toro Wheat 
Francisco Magallanes El Batan 
Ganesan Srinivasan Maize 
Gerardo Hurtado Human Resources 
Kelly Cassaday Publications 
Kevin Pixley Maize–Zimbabwe 
Krista Baldini Human Resources 
Leila Vázquez Laboratories/Admin. 
Ma. Luisa Rodríguez Economics/NRG 
Maarten van Ginkel Wheat 
Martha Duarte Finance 
Mireille Khairallah ABC 
Mulugetta Mekuria Economics–Zimbabwe 
Ognian Bohorov ABC 
Ravi Singh Wheat 
Shivaji Pandey Maize 
 
Respondent team selection 
Respondents are those who provide feedback to subjects. As 
recommended in Phase I, the subjects and their immediate 
supervisors jointly selected the respondent teams. Subjects were 
asked to automatically include their program directors and project 
coordinators in their respondent teams. Time constraints prevented 
subjects from using Intelligent Consensus software to select their 
respondent teams. This information would have been sent 
electronically to supervisors for review and approval.  
Instead, a form developed by Human Resources at CIMMYT 
(Annex 5) was sent to subjects to form their respondent teams. 
Subjects were instructed to discuss their team with their 
supervisors and seek approval. All completed forms were collected 





Once the respondent teams were finalized, respondents received 
email inviting them to participate in the survey, and requesting 
them to confirm their participation.  
 
 
CATEGORIES AND NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 
The number of respondents agreed upon was 6–10. The following 
categories of respondents and numbers (in brackets) were 
recommended: 
• Program director or supervisor (1). Their ratings will always be 
displayed. 
• Project coordinator (1–3). No minimum for displaying ratings 
in this category was set. If there is only one project coordinator 
the ratings will obviously be known. The MSA working group 
felt it was important to differentiate the project coordinators’ 
ratings from others, so these ratings would not be combined 
with ratings from other respondents.  
• Colleagues/internal customers (3–5). Their ratings would be 
kept anonymous by requiring that a minimum of three 
responses be received before being displayed as a group. In 
other words, if only one or two responses are received, the data 
will be combined with those from another group. 
• Direct reports (1–3). The respondent’s ratings will be kept 
anonymous by requiring that a minimum of three responses be 




As noted, the core criteria are the behaviors and expectations 
important for staff to perform successfully in CIMMYT. These core 
competencies, refined by the working group in the 2-day facilitated 
workshop, link the organizational mission and strategy with 
operational program strategies, products, staff roles and 
responsibilities, and individual results. 
The group initially developed 32 behavioral competencies 
applicable to national staff at level 14 and above and all 
international staff. The competencies were revised by the working 
group several times and then sent out to 21 staff both national and 
international for pre-testing. The questions were in Spanish and 
English for ease of communication. The working group was 
interested to know if the questions were stated clearly, if they were 




After reviewing and incorporating feedback from the pre-test 
group, the working group further revised the survey. The 24 
questions that remained became the survey instrument for Pilot II 
(Annex 1). Building on lessons learned from Phase I, the working 
group sent written material in English and Spanish to participants 
in Phase II. 
 
ROLE OF THE WORKING GROUP 
The working group consists of staff representing each of the four 
groups from Phase I, all research programs, and research support 
units. Members of the group are Krista Baldini, Kelly Cassaday, 
Dewi Hartkamp, Daniel Jeffers, Mireille Khairallah, Carlos López, 
Ravi Singh, Ganesan Srinivasan, Maarten van Ginkel, Leila 
Vázquez, and the chair, Prabhu Pingali. 
The objective of the working group was to design the MSA 
feedback system according to CIMMYT’s organizational conditions 
and requirements. The working group represents the needs of 
CIMMYT from diverse perspectives. Group members know staff in 
their programs or those they work most closely with to bring 
broad-based input to the process. The working group was charged 
with incorporating what was learnt in Phase I into Phase II, and 
making recommendations for implementing MSA at CIMMYT. 
The working group defined its mission, set out a work plan and 
timeline, and worked toward completing its objectives that 
included briefing the CIMMYT community on their experience 
with Phase II. The group envisions that it will continue working 
throughout 2000 to accomplish the objectives and recommend a 
well-developed performance evaluation system for CIMMYT. 
 
COMMUNICATION WITH CIMMYT STAFF 
The working group assumed responsibility for communicating 
with the CIMMYT community and used various mediums to do so. 
The management advisory committee was updated at their regular 
meetings. The working group published an article in the CIMMYT 
internal newsletter. A CIMMYT -wide presentation, which was 
very well attended, was held in English and was translated into 
Spanish in January 2000. It was also responsible for editing and 
translating the introductory pages on TEAMS web page for 
CIMMYT’s MSA survey.  
Subjects attended a brief workshop in February 2000 to distribute 




results. In addition, a few tips were provided about what to do 
with the feedback and how to make a personal improvement plan. 
Another presentation was given to CIMMYT staff during Project 
Reporting Week, March 2000. 
 
INTELLIGENT CONSENSUS SOFTWARE 
Phase II used the TEAMS International Service Bureau to distribute 
feedback, compile results, and produce individual feedback 
reports. This proprietary software has been built with the advice of 
hundreds of users and extensive research and development over 20 
years. The software was chosen because it: 
• Collects data through any method (Web, Intranet/Internet, 
C/S, kiosk, disk, fax, or paper) 
• Automates the administration, scoring, and reporting for any 
kind of survey 
• Minimizes administrative overheads 
• Maximizes speed, simplicity, and respondent convenience 
• Ensures absolute data integrity, respondent anonymity, and 
confidentiality 
• Includes critical safeguards to assure fairness, accuracy, 
credibility, and validity 
• Supports performance management processes like appraisal, 
rewards, and succession and 
• Can be deployed quickly, and is fully scalable from one to one 
million 
 
CIMMYT chose to use the service bureau instead of immediately 
purchasing the software as a way of determining whether the 
technology was appropriate, whether it was advantageous to 
outsource the service, and whether the web access would increase 





























Survey results of Phase II  
OVERVIEW OF SURVEY 
The number of participants in the Phase II survey was smaller 
(table 2), due to the costs associated with the service bureau option 
(funds permitted only 20 subjects). 
Table 2. Numbers of participants in MSA survey, Phase I and II. 
 Phase I Phase II 
 Subjects Respondents Subjects Respondents 
International staff 18 23 5 19 
National staff 9 22 9 26 
Male 16 38 5 29 
Female 10 12 9 16 
Subtotal 27 51 15 52 
Total 78 67 
 
The aggregate results from Phase II subjects (n=15) remain 
consistent with the results obtained from Phase I. Staff continue to 
find the feedback collected through MSA to be fair, accurate, 
useful, and motivating. The MSA process is still seen as a valuable 
complement to the management by objectives process. Not 
surprising, based on the results from Phase I and literature on 
gender and diversity, women and nationally recruited staff are 
more supportive of and satisfied with MSA. 
 
REVIEW OF OBJECTIVES OF MSA 
We see the same positive results with regard to staff opinion about 
the objectives of MSA that we saw in Phase I (see table 3).  
 
Table 3. Staff perceptions of MSA information1 
 
Don't know Strongly disagree Disagree Moderately agree Agree Strongly agree 
N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 








The MSA feedback process provided me with information that    
Is fair and credible  8 7 
Is useful for assessing skills and behaviors important for successful work 
performance at CIMMYT 
7 7 
Gives an accurate assessment of behaviors and skills important for work 





Is useful for assessing my competencies in collaboration and team work 7 7 
Is useful for assessing my competencies in enabling others to work more 
effectively and efficiently 
7 7 
Provides information that motivates me to improve my work performance 8 7 
Supplements in useful ways the feedback received from my supervisor under 
the current appraisal system 
7 7 
Has motivated me to practice specific skills and behaviors that I believe will 
strengthen my contribution to CIMMYT 
7 7 
Has motivated me to develop an action plan for improving my performance 7 7 
Is useful for identifying elements in the work environment that limit my 
performance  
7 7 
Is sufficiently useful to warrant the time I invested in the process  7 7 
 
1 Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with 
each of the following statements by circling the appropriate 
number using the scale given above. If they did not feel they had 
sufficient information to answer the question, they were asked to 
mark N/A.  
Similar to the findings of Phase I, more women than men indicated 
that MSA was useful for assessing competencies (8.4 compared to 
6.1), more useful than focusing on work outputs alone (8.2 
compared to 6.0), and had greater potential for fairness than the 
single-rater approach (8.6 compared to 6.9).1  
The nationally recruited staff (NRS) agreed more than the 
internationally recruited staff (IRS) that: MSA gave an accurate 
assessment of behaviors and skills; offered a more useful 
assessment of performance than focusing on work outputs alone; 
and offered potential for helping staff to better align their work 
with core values of CIMMYT. While the sample size for Phase II 
NRS and IRS is small, the differences found are consistent with the 
differences found in Phase I. 
These differences strongly support the implementation of MSA as a 
process that more fairly assesses performance of all staff, especially 
women and minority staff, and makes invisible work more visible. 
This was one of the original goals for considering MSA, and both 
pilots confirm that this process accomplishes that goal. 
 
INSTRUMENT AND PROCESS  
Given the objectives of Phase II, several key changes were made to 
the survey instrument and process such as: 
                                                           




• Developing a set of core criteria that would be used across 
CIMMYT 
• Using Intelligent Consensus for actual compilation of the 
survey 
• Using CIMMYT staff to conduct the pre-and post-survey 
briefings, and administer the process 
 
The overall response to the process and instrument was positive. 
Subjects felt the criteria were relevant (7 on a 10 point scale) and 
generated useful supplementary information to the quantitative 
ratings (8 on a 10 point scale). Table 4 summarizes questions 
related to the instrument and process. 
It was anticipated that 15 staff would need hard copies of the 
survey because they did not have access to a computer or Internet, 
or did not use a computer. In the end, 28 people used hard copies 
because of problems with the web-based system. Respondents 
completed the paper survey and faxed them to TEAMS directly to 
maintain confidentiality. TEAMS input the data into their system to 
run the general feedback reports. 
The original contact at TEAMS left in early January, just before 
CIMMYT sent the assessment surveys out to the respondents, and a 
different contact was assigned to the account. The staff transition at 
TEAMS slowed the process, but they made an effort to maintain the 
original deadlines. 
TEAMS wanted the list of all CIMMYT staff with email addresses so 
subjects could select respondents on the web server at TEAMS. It 
was not possible for CIMMYT to deliver in the two-day time-frame 
and subjects completed a form selecting respondents which was 
emailed to TEAMS so they could input the actual respondents into 
their system.  
The positive aspects of the web system are seen from the 
operational viewpoint. Respondents who had access to a computer 
received email message from TEAMS to let them know that they 
could now answer the survey. The email message contained the 
web address, a user name, and an identification number. 
Respondents clicked on the web address to answer the survey.  
Through Intelligent Consensus, TEAMS provided status reports 
telling us who had responded, how many people had sent in their 
surveys via fax, and other information to make the process more 
efficient. Based on the results of the status reports, CIMMYT 
requested TEAMS to send respondents follow-up emails reminding 
them to answer their surveys. The follow-up reminders helped 
increase the response rate. TEAMS indicates that the average 




CIMMYT had a 92.4 per cent response rate—and outstanding rate 
by TEAMS’ standards.  
Several errors were encountered with email addresses. Some 
subjects did not provide correct email addresses for respondents. 
TEAMS made some errors in email addresses and names. Some 
messages they sent did not get through, and others were sent to 
CIMMYT staff who were not participating. TEAMS was responsive 
and corrected errors as soon as they were brought to their 
attention. 
 
Comparison with Phase I 
 Table 4. Subject evaluation of the survey instrument and process, Phases I and II. 
Instrument and process 







Ensured anonymity of respondents 6 6 
Ensured confidentiality for the recipient 8 7 
Used relevant criteria  6 7 
Was clear and understandable 7 7 
Provided clear instructions for respondents 7 8 
Provided sufficient explanation and training so that staff receiving feedback 
could participate effectively in the process. 
7 8 
Provided sufficient explanation and training so that staff giving feedback (for 
example, respondents) could participate effectively in the process 
7 6 
Collated and reported the quantitative data in a way that was easy to 
understand and use  
7 8 
Generated comments that provided useful supplementary information to the 
quantitative ratings  
8 8 
 
Looking at the subgroups, more women and the nationally 
recruited staff support the process, although the differences are not 
statistically significant.  
The data from respondents2 (n=52) also showed the positive 
feelings about the criteria. The respondents felt the questions were 
both clear (49 yeahs, 1 no) and appropriate (44 yeahs, 6 no). There 
were a few comments made about the repetitiveness of the 
questions and the number of questions, but these were clearly a 
minority concern.  
One of the goals of Phase II was to test Intelligent Consensus. The 
responses to the software were not as positive as expected. During 
Phase I, surveys were distributed and data were collected using 
floppy disks. There were many concerns and frustrations with this 
mechanism and the interest in the web-based software was fueled 
                                                           




by the desire to increase the ease and efficiency of the process. 
While the overall rating by subjects of the web-based system was 8 
out of 10 (a relatively high level of agreement), the respondents 
were much less positive. Thirty out of 52 respondents said they had 
problems using the web-based system. The following comments 
illustrate the types of problems encountered by respondents: 
• ‘I couldn’t access the file and the answers were sent by fax’ (5 
people). 
• ‘For two days it was impossible for me to access the web page 
because it took too much time to download and the connection 
was terminated due to time out error.’ 
• ‘I could not use it on a slow and expensive phone modem in 
Malawi, would have been too expensive’. 
 
It is interesting to note that of the subjects, women strongly agreed 
that the web-based system was comfortable to use, while the men 
agreed less with that statement (10 compared to 7). IRS agreed more 
than the NRS (9 compared to 7). 
Clearly the problems with the web-based system are associated 
with access and the speed of downloading files. This is a serious 
concern for CIMMYT because many staff are in developing 
countries where access to broad bandwidth is not yet possible. 
The time out errors that respondents encountered were caused by 
settings on the server at TEAMS. When this was first brought to their 
attention they though that the time out settings were on the 
respondents’ computers. CIMMYT’s technicians clarified that this 
was a problem on their application server and TEAMS changed the 
time out setting from 20 minutes to 90 minutes. Unfortunately, this 
change was made towards the end of the data collection process. 
A large number of respondents had earlier versions of web 
browsers than those supported by the Intelligent Consensus. This 
issue would not have arisen if TEAMS had communicated better 
with CIMMYT during the last quarter of 1999 as agreed, on issues 
of compatibility and other operational matters.  
Another aspect of the MSA process was the time required to 
complete the feedback surveys. In both pilots the subjects agreed 
(mean of 7) that MSA ‘is sufficiently useful to warrant the time 
invested.’ This confirms that the value of the process is worth the 
time invested and staff are willing to spend time to achieve 
increased value from the feedback. Respondents were asked to 
indicate the time it took them to complete the surveys. The majority 






Table 5. Respondent time for completing surveys, Phase II 
 <15 minutes 15–30 minutes 35–45 minutes 50–60 minutes >60 minutes 
No. of 
respondents 
































 Recommendations for CIMMYT 
USE OF MSA AS PART OF THE PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
Results from Phases I and II confirm that CIMMYT should 
implement MSA as a part of the formal appraisal system within 
two years. It is apparent that it complements the management by 
objectives process. 
As in Phase I, no need was seen for CIMMYT to use an external 
party to analyse and generate the reports. CIMMYT has two 
options; to develop internal capacity or to outsource the activity. 
There was consensus that CIMMYT continue to pursue MSA and 
combine core criteria with job-specific output criteria in the survey 
instruments. 
MSA would continue to be implemented for all international staff, 
for national staff at level 14 and above, and for national staff who 
are not at level 14 but supervise other staff. CIMMYT has several 
important issues to work through in implementing MSA. 
In scaling up MSA, CIMMYT has to address staff time and financial 
resources available. How will MSA be integrated with management 
by objectives or formal appraisal processes? How will CIMMYT 
implement MSA to avoid greater time burden on staff? How will 
CIMMYT address follow-up on MSA and provide resources 
needed for training courses and on-going staff development? More 
issues on scaling up are noted under Next Steps below. 
 
PROCESS FOR SCALING UP 
Research on MSA has shown that participants are most comfortable 
and receive more useful feedback when the process is seen as 
‘developmental,’ when feedback data are given only to the subject. 
Participants are less comfortable with a ‘performance appraisal’ 
process in which the data are given to both the subject and the 
supervisor. Therefore, we continue to recommend that CIMMYT 
scale up slowly. To ensure that staff trust the process and 
understand how it forms a part of the complete appraisal system, 
we recommend that any staff member participating in MSA for the 
first time use the results for self-development and not for 
performance appraisal. We recommend that before using the 
integrated assessment process for formal performance appraisal 
linked to pay, that the following be considered: 
• 75 per cent of the staff support using the system as part of the 




• The MSA instrument is shown to differentiate between high, 
medium, and low performers 
• There is a positive correlation between high performers as 
indicated by the MSA instrument with high performers of the 
current management by objectives process 
• Responses are validated 
• Staff, regardless of difference of gender, position, or cultural 




Both Phase I and II included briefings on MSA and how to give and 
receive feedback. The results from both phases underscore the 
importance of helping staff understand how to give effective 
feedback and how the data will be used. Any effort to scale up and 
use MSA must be accompanied by a ‘campaign to create a culture 
of giving feedback.’ By this we mean that staff need to understand 
that feedback valuable to the Center, it is expected, and that they 
will receive training and coaching in giving and receiving effective 
feedback. 
 
TECHNOLOGY FOR MSA 
While support is strong to use a multi-source assessment process, 
both phases have highlighted frustrations with the technology for 
distributing and compiling the data. With rapid changes in 
technology, some of the limiting factors associated with the web-
based system might disappear, making it more appropriate to use 
this system with staff located in developing countries. We 
recommend that CIMMYT review several products, and new ones 
that have emerged since Intelligent Consensus was developed, and 
compare costs. Given the experiences with the two phases, 
CIMMYT is well positioned to assess the strengths and weaknesses 
of the systems considered. 
 
CRITERIA FOR MSA 
The overall response to the criteria was more positive in Phase II. 
We recommend that CIMMYT: 
• Continue to limit the number of questions used in the feedback 
instrument to a maximum of 30 





• Review the current criteria and reduce any repetition in the 
questions 
•  
SELECTION OF RESPONDENTS 
There were no major problems in both phases of the pilot study 
with selecting respondents. Results from Phase II confirm strong 
support for having the subject and supervisor jointly select the 
respondent teams. 
We recommend more preparatory work when selecting 
respondents to ensure that they are actually invited to provide 
feedback and that they have the opportunity to receive coaching or 
training on how to give effective and anonymous feedback. 
 
NEXT STEPS 
The working group will: 
• Present results from Phase II of the pilot study to CIMMYT 
staff 
• Outline the appropriate communication strategy for sharing 
plans regarding MSA 
• Help CIMMYT determine the appropriate timeframe for 
scaling up, based on the recommendations below 
• Develop recommendations on the percentage weighting 
(objectives vs behaviors) of the different components in the 
MSA process, and how final rating will be reached 
• Refine competencies and policies 
• Conduct a CIMMYT baseline survey 
• Evaluate resources needed for ongoing staff development 
• Determine software and administration process 
 
The working group is also responsible for ensuring that: 
• 75 per cent of staff support using the system as part of the 
appraisal process  
• The MSA instrument is shown to differentiate between high, 
medium, and low performers 
• There is a positive correlation between high performers as 
indicated by the MSA instrument with high performers of the 
current management by objectives process 
• Responses are validated 
• Staff, regardless of gender, position, or cultural identity, feel 









































Survey instrument with core CIMMYT criteria 
 
CIMMYT MULTI-SOURCE ASSESSMENT 
 
No aplica /  
Does not apply 
Muy poca habilidad / 
Not skilled 
Poca habilidad/ 










NA 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
Feedback receiver (Subject): ________________________ 
Feedback provider (Evaluator): ________________________ 
Trabajo en equipo / Teamwork 
1. Colaboración / Collaborates:  
Colabora tanto dentro como fuera del equipo en la identificación de 
problemas, recolección de datos y determinación de soluciones, así 
como en su implementación, para lograr los resultados deseados. 
Cooperates with others both within and outside the team in 
defining problems, gathering facts, and deciding on potential 
solutions and implementation leading to desired products. 




2. Negociación / Negotiation: 
Busca el consenso acerca de qué medidas tomar. Escucha diferentes 
puntos de vista, cuyos pros y contras evalúa; promueve sus propios 
puntos de vista, pero es lo suficientemente flexible para cambiar de 
opinión.  
Seeks agreement on a course of action. Listens to different points of 
view but weighs pros and cons; promotes own views but 
demonstrates flexibility to change own opinions. 







3. Solicita retroalimentación / Giving feedback: 
Solicita retroalimentación formal e informal de los demás acerca de 
su conducta y su desempeño.  
Provides and seeks formal and informal feedback from others 
about his/her behavior/work. 




4. Acepta retroalimentación / Receiving feedback:  
Cuando recibe retroalimentación, no se muestra agresivo(a) ni 
negativo(a) y mantiene una actitud de apertura a las sugerencias 
que se le hacen.  
Responds to feedback without getting aggressive or negative, and 
remains open-minded to the suggestion(s) being offered. 





Habilidades interpersonales /Interpersonal skills 
5. Reconocimiento / Recognition:  
Comparte el crédito por los éxitos logrados con el grupo y reconoce 
la contribución de los demás.  
Shares credit for successes with others, and recognizes others for 
their contributions. 




6. Integridad / Integrity:  
Siempre hace lo que dice que hará; inspira y mantiene la confianza.  
Consistently does what she/he says, develops and maintains trust. 






7. Equidad / Fairness:  
Su trato con las personas es equitativo; no muestra favoritismo.  
Treats people equally, shows no favoritism. 




8. Diversidad / Diversity:  
Muestra respeto por todas las personas, sin hacer distinciones de 
cultura, género, formación o puesto.  
Demonstrates respect for people of different cultures, gender, 
backgrounds and positions. 




9. Comunicación eficaz / Communicates effectively:  
Organiza y expone sus ideas con claridad, ya sea por escrito o en 
forma verbal.  
Organizes and presents ideas clearly, in either written or verbal 
form. 




10. Superación constante / Self-improvement: 
Trata constantemente de superarse, identificando áreas en las que 
necesita progresar y esforzándose en mejorar su desempeño y sus 
aptitudes. 
Continually improves self by identifying areas of weakness and 
working to enhance behaviors/skills. 








11. Manejo del estrés / Stress management: 
En general reacciona en forma constructiva ante situaciones 
estresantes. 
Generally reacts constructively to stressful situations. 




Competencia técnica / Technical competence 
12. Competencia profesional / Professional competence: 
Tiene conocimientos técnicos profundos tanto de su campo de 
trabajo como de áreas afines y los actualiza, lo cual le permite 
desempeñar sus actividades de manera eficiente.  
Maintains strong technical knowledge in field and breadth in 
related fields to perform effectively in the job. 




13. Implementación / Implementation:  
Lleva a cabo las actividades y los proyectos acordados en forma 
competente, oportuna y dentro de los costos programados. 
Carries out agreed upon activities and projects competently, cost-
effectively, and in a timely manner. 




14. Transferencia de conocimientos / Knowledge transfer:  
Está dispuesto(a) a compartir sus conocimientos y experiencia con 
los demás.  
Willingly shares knowledge and expertise with others. 







15. Utilidad del trabajo / Work relevancy:  
Se asegura de que sus actividades y resultados contribuyan a la 
labor del equipo y de la institución, así como al cumplimiento de la 
misión de ésta.  
Ensures that activities and outputs contribute to the team, the 
institute, and to the institute’s mission and mandate.  





16. Creatividad / Creativity: 
Busca nuevas formas de abordar las situaciones y los desafíos, y 
fomenta su implementación.  
Thinks of new ways to approach situations and challenges and 
encourages implementation. 





17. Calidad / Quality:  
Aplica métodos de calidad superior y obtiene resultados que 
satisfacen los estándares profesionales establecidos.  
Uses high quality methods and provides products/services that 
meet professionally accepted standards. 




18. Iniciativa / Initiative:  
Identifica oportunidades e inicia acciones orientadas a la 
realización del trabajo.  
Identifies opportunities and takes action to get the job done. 







Liderazgo / Leadership & management 
19. Dirección / Direction: 
Establece objetivos razonables y su liderazgo es eficaz, pues da a 
los demás un claro sentido de visión y dirección. 
Sets appropriate goals and demonstrates effective leadership by 
providing a clear sense of vision and direction. 





20. Organización / Organization:  
Establece prioridades y sabe planear a fin de asegurar que el trabajo 
más importante se realice de manera oportuna. 
Sets priorities and plans effectively to ensure that the most 
important work is accomplished in a timely fashion. 





21. Accesibilidad / Accessibility:  
Se mantiene accesible a las personas que necesitan consultarlo(a), 
ya sea formal o informalmente.  
Is available for formal/informal consultation. 





22. Compromiso con la institución / Organizational commitment: 
Promueve el cumplimiento de la misión de la institución, 




Promotes the institute’s mission and mandate before pursuing 
personal interests.  




23. Delega responsabilidades / Delegates: 
Delega responsabilidad a otros y se asegura de que tengan la 
capacidad requerida y se les otorgue la autoridad y los recursos 
necesarios para lograr su cometido.  
Assigns responsibility to others and ensures that they have the 
ability, authority and resources to accomplish the assignment. 





24. Empleo de recursos / Resource utilization:  
Administra de manera eficiente los recursos humanos, financieros y 
materiales.  
Efficiently manages human, financial, and other resources. 











































Annex 2: Summary of subject responses, Phases I and II  
 Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with each of the following statements by circling the 
appropriate number using the scale given below. If they did not feel they had sufficient information to answer the 
































Don't know Strongly agree Disagree Moderately agree Agree Strongly agree 
           








The MSA feedback process provided me with information that:   
Is fair and credible  8 7 
Is useful for assessing skills and behaviors important for successful work performance at CIMMYT 7 7 
Gives an accurate assessment of behaviors and skills important for work performance in my work group/unit.   7 7 
Is useful for assessing my competencies in collaboration and teamwork. 7 7 
Is useful for assessing my competencies in enabling others to work more effectively and efficiently 7 7 
Provides information that motivates me to improve my work performance 8 7 
Supplements in useful ways the feedback received from my supervisor under the current appraisal system 7 7 
Has motivated me to practice specific skills and behaviors that I believe will strengthen my work contribution to 7 7 
Has motivated me to develop an action plan for improving my performance  7 7 
Is useful for identifying elements in the work environment that limit my performance  7 7 
Is sufficiently useful to warrant the time I invested in the process 7 7 
The MSA feedback approach   
Offers the potential for staff to receive feedback from coworkers who are most knowledgeable about work and skills  7 7 
Offers a more useful assessment of performance than that provided by focusing on work outputs alone 8 7 
Has greater potential for fairness than the single rater approach (for example, supervisor only) 8 7 
Gives staff a more honest and frank appraisal of their work skills and behaviors than the single rater approach 8 7 
Offers potential of helping staff to better align their work skills and behaviors with the core values necessary for 











   
The specific MSA process instrument used   
Ensured anonymity of respondents 6 6 
Ensured confidentiality for the recipient 8 7 
Used relevant criteria  6 7 
Was clear and understandable 7 7 
Provided clear instructions for respondents 7 8 
Provided sufficient explanation and training so that staff receiving feedback could participate effectively in the process. 7 8 
Provided sufficient explanation and training so that staff giving feedback (e.g. respondents) could participate effectively 
in the process  
7 6 
Collated and reported the quantitative data in a way that was easy to understand and use  7 8 
Generated comments that provided useful supplementary information to the quantitative ratings 8 8 
   
C. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE USE   
Based on my experience in the pilot, I recommend that CIMMYT    
Not use MSA feedback in its current or modified form. 4 4 
Develop the MSA feedback as a complement to the management by objectives performance assessment process 7 7 
Continue to use an external party to administer the analysis and generate reports. 6 4 
Develop the internal capacity to administer MSA 7 5 
Continue to involve the person being reviewed in the selection of respondent teams. 7 7 
Continue to involve the supervisor in the selection of respondent teams.  8 7 
CIMMYT should seek to implement MSA feedback as part of the formal performance appraisal system within two 
years 
7 7 
Second-time subjects only:   
The questionnaire used in the second pilot is an improvement over the one used in the first pilot.  7 
The web-based system is comfortable to use.  8 
Receiving MSA feedback is easier the second time around.  8 
The ‘untrimmed’ feedback report provided useful information.  8 












































Annex 3: Summary of subject responses by gender, Phases I and II 
Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with each of the following statements by circling the 
appropriate number using the scale given below. If they did not feel they had sufficient information to answer 
the question, they were asked to mark N/A.  
Don't know Strongly disagree Disagree Moderately agree Agree Strongly agree 
N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 














The MSA feedback process provided me with information that      
Is fair and credible  7 8 7 8 
Is useful for assessing skills and behaviors important for successful work performance at CIMMYT 7 8 6 8∗ 
Gives an accurate assessment of behaviors and skills important for work performance in my work group/unit. 6 8∗ 6 7 
Is useful for assessing my competencies in collaboration and teamwork. 7 8∗ 6 8∗ 
Is useful for assessing my competencies in enabling others to work more effectively and efficiently 7 7 7 7 
Provides information that motivates me to improve my work performance 7 9∗ 7 9 
Supplements in useful ways the feedback received from my supervisor under the current appraisal system 6 9∗ 6 8 
Has motivated me to practice specific skills and behaviors that I believe will strengthen my work contribution to CIMMYT 7 8∗ 7 8 
Has motivated me to develop an action plan for improving my performance 6 8∗ 7 7 
Is useful for identifying elements in the work environment that LIMIT my performance 7 7 7 8 
Is sufficiently useful to warrant the time I invested in the process  6 8∗ 6 8 
The MSA feedback approach      
Offers the potential for staff to receive feedback from coworkers who are most knowledgeable about work and skills 7 8 7 8 
Offers a more useful assessment of performance than that provided by focusing on work outputs alone 7 9∗ 6 8∗ 
Has greater potential for fairness than the single rater approach. (e.g. supervisor only)  7 8∗ 7 9 
Gives staff a more honest and frank appraisal of their work skills and behaviors than the single rater approach 7 8 7 8 
Offers potential of helping staff to better align their work skills and behaviors with the core values necessary for CIMMYT to 
achieve its mission. 
7 8 6 8 
                                                           
∗=difference in means is statistically significant at .05 confidence level.    3 Phase 2 data is comprised of subjects only. There are zero respondent surveys. 

















The specific MSA process instrument used     
Ensured anonymity of respondents 7 6 6 7 
Ensured confidentiality for the recipient 8 8 6 9 
Used relevant criteria  7 7 7 8 
Was clear and understandable 6 7∗ 7 8 
Provided clear instructions for respondents 8 8 7 8 
Provided sufficient explanation and training so that staff receiving feedback could participate 
effectively in the process. 
7 8 7 8 
Provided sufficient explanation and training so that staff giving feedback (e.g. respondents) could 
participate effectively in the process  
7 8 6 6 
Collated and reported the quantitative data in a way that was easy to understand and use  7 8 8 8 
Generated comments that provided useful supplementary information to the quantitative ratings  8 9∗ 8 9 
                                                           
∗=difference in means is statistically significant at .05 confidence level. 
5 Questions 1 through 11 answered by subjects only (n=26; males=16; females=10). 


















Based on my experience in the pilot, I recommend that CIMMYT     
Not use MSA feedback in its current or modified form.  4 3∗ 5 2∗ 
Developed the MSA feedback as a complement to the management by objectives performance assessment process 7 6 7 8 
Continue to use an external party to administer the analysis and generate reports. 6 6 4 5 
Develop the internal capacity to administer MSA 7 6 6 6 
Continue to involve the person being reviewed in the selection of respondent teams. 7 8 7 7 
Continue to involve the supervisor in the selection of respondent teams.  7 7 7 9∗ 
CIMMYT should seek to implement MSA feedback as part of the formal performance appraisal system within two 7 7 6 8 
Second-time subjects only:     
The questionnaire used in the second pilot is an improvement over the one used in the first pilot.   7 10∗ 
The web-based system is comfortable to use.   7 10∗ 
Receiving MSA feedback is easier the second time around.   7 10 
The ‘untrimmed’ feedback report provided useful information.   7 10∗ 
The ‘trimmed’ feedback report provided useful information.   7 3∗ 
 
                                                           
∗=difference in means is statistically significant at .05 confidence level. 
7 Questions 1 through 11 answered by subjects only (n=26; males=16; females=10). 
























































Annex 4: Summary of subject responses by hiring category (International 
and National Staff), 
 PHASES I AND II 
Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with each of the following statements by circling the 
appropriate number using the scale given below. If they did not feel they had sufficient information to answer 
the question, they were asked to mark N/A.  
 
Don't know Strongly disagree Disagree Moderately agree Agree Strongly agree 
N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 














The MSA feedback process provided me with information that      
Is fair and credible  7 8∗ 7 8∗ 
Is useful for assessing skills and behaviors important for successful work performance at CIMMYT 6 8∗ 6 8 
Gives an accurate assessment of behaviors and skills important for work performance in my work 
group/unit.   
6 8∗ 6 8∗ 
Is useful for assessing my competencies in collaboration and teamwork. 7 8∗ 7 8 
Is useful for assessing my competencies in enabling others to work more effectively and efficiently 6 8∗ 7 7 
                                                           
∗=difference in means is statistically significant at .05 confidence level. 
9 Questions 1 through 1answered by subjects only (n-27; IRS =18; NRS =9). 













                                                           
∗=difference in means is statistically significant at .05 confidence level. 
11 Questions 1 through 1answered by subjects only (n-27; IRS =18; NRS =9). 
12 Phase 2 data is comprised of subjects only. There are zero respondent surveys. 














Provides information that motivates me to improve my work performance 7 9∗ 7 8 
Supplements in useful ways the feedback received from my supervisor under the current 
appraisal system 
7 8∗ 7 7 
Has motivated me to practice specific skills and behaviors that I believe will strengthen my work 
contribution to CIMMYT 
6 8∗ 7 8 
Has motivated me to develop an action plan for improving my performance  6 8∗ 7 8 
Is useful for identifying elements in the work environment that limit my performance  6 8∗ 7 8 
Is sufficiently useful to warrant the time I invested in the process  7 8∗ 7 8 
The MSA feedback approach      
Offers the potential for staff to receive feedback from coworkers who are most knowledgeable about work 
and skills 
7 8∗ 7 8 
Offers a more useful assessment of performance than that provided by focusing on work outputs alone 7 8 6 8 
Has greater potential for fairness than the single rater approach. (e.g. supervisor only)  8 8 8 8 
Gives staff a more honest and frank appraisal of their work skills and behaviors than the single rater 
approach 
7 8 7 8 
Offers potential of helping staff to better align their work skills and behaviors with the core values 
necessary for CIMMYT to achieve its mission. 
















The specific MSA process instrument used     
Ensured anonymity of respondents 6 7∗ 6 7 
Ensured confidentiality for the recipient 8 8 6 8 
Used relevant criteria  6 8∗ 7 7 
Was clear and understandable 8 8∗ 8 7 
Provided clear instructions for respondents 7 8∗ 8 8 
Provided sufficient explanation and training so that staff receiving feedback could participate effectively in the process. 7 8∗ 8 8 
Provided sufficient explanation and training so that staff giving feedback (e.g. respondents) could participate effectively in the process 7 8∗ 6 7 
Collated and reported the quantitative data in a way that was easy to understand and use  7 8∗ 8 8 
Generated comments that provided useful supplementary information to the quantitative ratings  8 9∗ 8 7 
Recommendations for future use     
Based on my experience in the pilot, I recommend that MSA     
Not use MSA feedback in its current or modified form.  4 4 4 4 
Develop the MSA feedback as a complement to the management by objectives performance assessment process 5 7∗ 8 7 
Continue to use an external party to administer the analysis and generate reports. 7 8∗ 3 5 
Develop the internal capacity to administer MSA 6 7 4 8∗ 
Continue to involve the person being reviewed in the selection of respondent teams. 7 8∗ 7 6 
Continue to involve the supervisor in the selection of respondent teams.  6 7 8 7 
CIMMYT should seek to implement MSA feedback as part of the formal performance appraisal system within two years 4 6∗ 6 7 
Second-time subjects only:     
The questionnaire used in the second pilot is an improvement over the one used in the first pilot.   9 6 
The web-based system is comfortable to use.   9 7 
Receiving MSA feedback is easier the second time around.   9 7 
The ‘untrimmed’ feedback report provided useful information.   9 7 
The ‘trimmed’ feedback report provided useful information.   5 7 
 
                                                           
∗=difference in means is statistically significant at .05 confidence level. 
13 Questions 1 through 1answered by subjects only (n-27; IRS =18; NRS =9). 



























Annex 5. Respondent selection form 
 
CIMMYT’S MSA PILOT PHASE II  
Name/ Nombre   
 
Assessment Team/Grupo de Evaluación 
Program Director or Direct Supervisor/ Director de Programa o 
Jefe Directo (1)  
___________________________  __________________________ 
Name  Email     Name   Email 
 
Project coordinator/Coordinador de proyecto (1–3) applies to research 
scientists 
___________________________ ___________________________ 
Name   Email   Name   Email 
___________________________ ___________________________ 
Name   Email   Name   Email 
 
Internal Clients or Colleagues/Cliente interno o colegas (3–5) 
___________________________ __________________________ 
Name   Email   Name   Email 
___________________________ __________________________ 
Name   Email   Name   Email 
___________________________ __________________________ 
Name   Email   Name   Email
  
 
Direct Report / Subordinado inmediato (1–3) 
___________________________ __________________________ 
Name   Email   Name   Email
   
___________________________ __________________________ 
Name   Email   Name   Email
   
 
Email address is essential. Iindicate if respondents don’t have 
access to a computer or to the Web so that they can be sent a hard 




Es muy importante la dirección de email. Indique si los 
participantes no tienen acceso a una computadora o la Web para 
que podamos enviarles una copia en papel. 
                                                           
i  Engendering Organizational Change: A Case Study of Strengthening Gender Equity and Organizational 
Effectiveness in an International Agricultural Research Industry; CGIAR Gender program Working Paper, 
No. 21. D. Merrill-Sands, J. Fletcher, A. Acosta, N. Andres, and M. Harvey, June 1999.  
ii   Summary Report: CIMMYT Pilot on Multi-Source Performance Assessment, CGIAR Gender Program 
Working Paper, No. 23. L. Spink, D. Merrill-Sands, K. Baldini, and M. de la O. May 1999. 
